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Non-Final Official Action 

Status of the Claims 

Claim 14 is rejected is rejected under 35 USC §1 12, second paragraph. 

Claims 1 and 5 are rejected under 35 USC §102. 

Claims 2-4, 8-13, 16 and 17 are rejected under 35 USC §103. 

Claims 6 and 7 are objected to while containing allowable subject matter. 

Multiple Dependency 

Claim 15 is unexamined as it is a multiple dependent claims depending from a 
multiple dependent claim. 

Rejections under 35 USC §112, second paragraph 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 14, the phrase "such as" renders the claim indefinite because it 
is unclear whether the limitations following the phrase are part of the claimed invention. 
See MPEP§ 2173.05(d). 
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Rejections under 35 USC §102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Reeves (United States Patent No. 7,028,154 B2). 

As per claim 1, Reeves discloses: 

1 . An NVRAM fail-over controller comprising: 

An NVRAM device connected to a host computer, the host computer having the 
ability to directly control the NVRAM device (column 6, lines 4-21); 

An embedded processor on the NVRAM fail-over controller that is powered by 
back-up power (column 6, lines 33-47); 

A network interface on the NVRAM fail-over controller that is powered by back-up 
power (column 5, lines 34-56 and column 6, lines 48-63). 

As per claim 5, Reeves discloses: 
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A controller of claim 1 using non-transparent bus bridges (column lines 44-60: 
Reeves clearly discloses the use of any bus, including those with non-transparent 
bridges). 

Rejections under 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 8-13, 16 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Reeves (United States Patent No. 7,028,154 B2). 

As per claim 8, Reeves does not explicitly disclose: 
the ability to add daughter cards. 

Official notice is given that it is notoriously well known to provide computer 
systems with the ability have add-in cards for future upgrades. This is often done for 
one of two reasons. First, the device is a base model which allows for the addition of 
memory or other devices and thus may reduce cost. Additionally, this often done in 
order to allow for upgrades for technology which a manufacturer does not have access 
to at the time of manufacture. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of invention to implement the well known practice of providing 
daughter cards in the system of Reeves, thus allowing for extensibility in later usage. 
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As per claim 9, Reeves discloses: 

a network controller under control of the host computer (column 3, lines 58 
through column 4, line 14). 

As per claim 10, Reeves discloses: 

a disk or RAID controller under control of the host computer (column 4, lines 51- 
65; column 9, lines 45-48). 

As per claim 1 1 , Reeves discloses: 

a disk or RAID controller under control of the embedded processor (column 6, 
lines 22-30). 

As per claim 12, Reeves discloses: 

a RAID device with NVAM under control of the host computer (column 6, lines 
22-30; column 9, lines 45-48). 

As per claim 13, Reeves discloses: 

NRAM device that preserves data during long outages by sending it to another 
computer over a network or to a disk attached as in claims 10 or 11 and that retrieves 
such data aback into NVRAM at a later time (column 6, lines 4-63). 
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As per claim 16, Reeves does not explicitly disclose: 

v 

a watch dog timer to reset the embedded processor. 

Official Notice is given that it is notoriously well known to incorporate watchdog 
timers into controller with embedded processors. Watch dog processors often provide a 
system with a mechanism to reset in the case of time out. These time outs often occur 
when the processors hang do to a variety of problems from poorly written code to 
radiation or memory overflows. The resetting caused by many watch dog timers is 
used to restart the processor in a known state so that it may continue to operate 
normally. This greatly increases the fault handling abilities of devices in which watch 
dog timers are implemented. This it would have been obvious to one of skill in the art at 
the time of invention to incorporate a watchdog timer reset in to the system of Reeves to 
increase fault handling abilities of Reeves, making a more robust system. 

As per claim 17, Reeves does not explicitly disclose: 

the ability for the host computer to reset the embedded processor. 
Official Notice is given that it is notoriously well known for controllers to be reset 
by host systems in case of failure. Faults often occur that require a complete reset of 
devices. Host systems are well known to be it the unique of having control over some 
devices and having access to fault information and the ability to power cycles devices 
on some types of buses. Practitioners in the fault tolerant arts have been resetting 
controllers via hosts to improve the fault handling abilities and thus make the system 
able to withstand errors. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
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art incorporate controller reset via host computer into Reeves thus increasing the fault 
tolerance of the system of Reeves. 

Claims 2-4 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Reeves (United States Patent No. 7,028,154 B2) in view of Wang (United States 
Patent No. 6,587,970). 

As per claim 2, Reeves does not disclose but Wang teaches: 

A method of using a controller of claim 1 , the method comprising of the controller 
performing the following steps: 

the controller determining or being told that the host computer has failed (column 
2, lines 19-26); 

transmitting NVRAM data to another computer (column 2, lines 19-26). 

Wang provides a controller for handling the failover between two host system with 
access to a shared storage device. In fact, Wang meets structural and function 
limitations of claim 1 do not involve the power sourcing of the system. Reeves provides 
a controller for a similar storage system and describes in detail how the power and 
memory requirements are handled. Both system teach reliability enhancement through 
the well known concept of redundancy, either of controllers or servers. Thus it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
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incorporate the dual host system of Wang into the power protected controllers of 
Reeves thus creating fault hardened system. 

As per claim 3, Reeves does not disclose but Wang teaches: 

A method of using a controller of claim 1, the method comprising of the controller 
performing the following steps: 

the controller determining or being told that the host computer has failed (column 
2, lines 19-26); 

responding to requests from another computer to transmit part or all of the 
NVRAM data (column 8, lines 4-14). 

Wang provides a controller for handling the failover between two host system with 
access to a shared storage device. In fact, Wang meets structural and function 
limitations of claim 1 do not involve the power sourcing of the system. Reeves provides 
a controller for a similar storage system and describes in detail how the power and 
memory requirements are handled. Both system teach reliability enhancement through 
the well known concept of redundancy, either of controllers or servers. Thus it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
incorporate the dual host system of Wang into the power protected controllers of 
Reeves thus creating fault hardened system. 

As per claim 4, Reeves does not disclose but Wang teaches: 
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A duplicity of controllers of claim 1 connected to each member of a cluster of host 
computers and connected to each other by network interconnections, thereby enabling 
fail-over operations between cluster members (column 2, lines 50-55) 

Wang provides a controller for handling the failover between two host system with 
access to a shared storage device. In fact, Wang meets structural and function 
limitations of claim 1 do not involve the power sourcing of the system. Reeves provides 
a controller for a similar storage system and describes in detail how the power and 
memory requirements are handled. Both system teach reliability enhancement through 
the well known concept of redundancy, either of controllers or servers. Thus it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
incorporate the dual host system of Wang into the power protected controllers of 
Reeves thus creating fault hardened system. 

As per claim 4, Reeves does not disclose but Wang teaches: 

A controller of claim 1 used as an NVRAM device that preserves data during long 
outages by sending it to another computer over a network such that the other computer 
can take over operations from the first host computer (column 7, lines 3-17). 

Wang provides a controller for handling the failover between two host system with 
access to a shared storage device. In fact, Wang meets structural and function 
limitations of claim 1 do not involve the power sourcing of the system. Reeves provides 
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a controller for a similar storage system and describes in detail how the power and 
memory requirements are handled. Both system teach reliability enhancement through 
the well known concept of redundancy, either of controllers or servers. Thus it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
incorporate the dual host system of Wang into the power protected controllers of 
Reeves thus creating fault hardened system. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 6 and 7 are objected while containing allowable subject matter. This subject 
matter, namely the processing of or message through the bridges, when claimed in 
conjunction with the remainder of the subject matter overcomes the prior art or record. 
Any modification to the claims may jeopardize this indication of allowable subject 
matter. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Bryce P. Bonzo whose telephone number is (571)272- 
3655. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Beausoliel can be reached on (571)272-3645. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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